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ABSTRACT

SOVIET ACTIONS IN AFGHANISTAN AND INITIATIVE AT THE TACTICAL LEVEL:
ARE THERE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE U.S. ARMY? by MAJ John D. Frketic, 54
pages.

This mon.ograph examines the Soviet experience in Afghanistan
(1979-1988) in terms of Soviet Army tactics and organization for combat.
Throughout the decade of the 1970's, U.S. perceptions of Soviet ground force
tactics stressed a general lack of initiative and flexibility in their military
doctrine. In the 1980’s a reevaluation of Soviet thinking occurred which
saw greater fiexibility at the operational and strategic levels. If the
experence in Afghanistan has shown that set-piece tactics will not work in
all types of warfare, and the Soviets are able to incorporate higher levels of
initiative and flexibility into their tactical doctrine, then the U.S. may be
required to refocus its training away from the stylized Soviet enemy.

This study begins with a background discussion of Soviet historical
involvement in Afghanistan to include counter-insurgency experience in
their southwestern border area. It then covers the actual invasion and units
employed with emphasis on their predeployment status and subsequent
performance. The following section divides the war into four phases to ease
understanding. The monograph subsequently looks at lessons learned and
principles reaffirmed from both the Soviet and U.S. perspective. A key
feature is the need the Soviets apparently feel for Western <tyle initiative
and flexibility at lower ccmmand levels (battalion, company and platoon),
and how this is inconsistent with their culture and system of command and
control. :

The monograph concludes that the Soviet experience in the war must be
seen on two levels. Onone level they have demonstrated an ability to
modify unit organization and unit employment in response to lessons
iearned. This has resulted in the increased use of helicopters and elite
units for deep raids For the U.S this should mean an increased awareness
of the importance of the rear battie. On another level the Soviets may
realize the need for Western style creativity in junior commanders, but
inherent cultural tendencies probabiy preclude its successful adoption into
their training system and personnel. The imphication is that the Soviet
Army of today is vastly differert from the victorious, conquering army of
1943, While remaining wary of drawing the wrong lessons from the war in
Afghanistan, Mujahidin tactical successes over nine years of war questinn
the ability of the Soviet Army to wage successful operations against a
skilled and determined enemy fignting on ground of his choosing.
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1. INTRODUCTION

On December 27, 1979, Americans awoke in their holiday spirit to
find newspaper headlines reporting a Snviet invasicn of Afghanistan. ‘
Prior to this, few people, save historians and hippies, had heard of
this far away land, yet in the weeks that followed what little that
remained of detente came crashing down around its frontiers. The
spectre of Soviet military transports landing at Bagram and Kabul
airfields immediately changed the tone of communications between
the two superpowers from one of acknowledged competition to one of
hostility.

For the Soviet Army the invasion and its immediate aftermath
proceeded relatively well. However, Soviet calculations for & short
war and subsequent consolidation of population and communications
centers (as in Czechoslovakia in 1968) proved woefully inadequate. in
nine years of fighting the Soviets have suffered their share of
frustrations. The military doctrine and tactics designed to win on the
Eurcpean battlefield proved inappropriate in the barren meuntains and
high deserts of Afghamstan. The Soviet Army seemed to fail
tactically despite repeated attempts to come to grips with the
problems of guerrilla warfare. The reasons behind this are unclear,

but the imphication is considerable -- just how good 1s the Soviet

!




Army in action??

During the Great Patriotic War the analysis of combat operations
on 8 near ‘real-time’ basis became a major factor in the Red Army’s
transformation from a ragtag, il1 prepared army to a highly developed
and powerful force. After the Battle of Moscow, inits effort to
reorganize, systematize, and disseminate vital combat lessons
learned, the Soviet General Staff established special billets on Front
and Army stafrs for officers charged with "the study of war
experience.”> Have the Soviets also done this in Afghamstan in
attempt to improve their performance?

The purpose of this monograph i1s to address Soviet Army tactics
in Afghanistan and battlefield initiative at the tactical level. It will
attempt to answer the question: Have Soviet ground forces in
Afghanistan displayed tactical flexibility and initiative or have their
operations been indicative of relatively rigid and inflexible mihitary
doctrine and tactics?

The paper is divided into six sections; (1) and introduction which
explains the basis for the paper, (2) the background to the invasion
which tells why it occurred, (3) notes on the actual invasion for
mstorical significance, (4) the military experience to teil what
happened, (5) lessons learned for both the Soviets and the United

2




States, and (6) conclusions.

A note on reference sources is necessary. The quantity of
unclassified information available is extensive and ranges from
eyewritness reports and nevspaper accounts to an impressive number
of excellent secondary sources and translations of Soviet military
articles. The quahity vares from source to source Statements and
ideas from secondary sources will attempt to be confirmed by
writings in the Soviet press Soviet military writers often facus
attention on probiem areas. A number of articles praising initiative
could indicate a perceived weakness in leadership or repeated
articles on mountain operations may indicate a probiem in this area.
The mere fact that a topic is discussed, however, demonstrates that
1t is at least recognized. If 1t is a problem area or a perceived

weakness, 1t is unlikely that the Soviets will sit back and do nothing

about it-4




BACKGROUND
Afghenistan is 8 poor and underdeveloped country, yet througheout
history it has been important as the gatewsy between India and Iran.
Tsarist Russia and subsequently the USSR, because of its proximity,
has long been 8 dominating influence in Afghanistan. The first
Russian intervention in Afghanistan is generally traced to 1837 when
8 Russian backed military force attempted to seize the city of Herat

in what is today western Afghanistan>
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The Soviets also have & long history of counter-insurgency
warfare in their Centra! Asian border area. From 1921 to 1924,
Soviet-Afghan relations suffered from & serigus problem, the revolt
of the Basmachi anti-Bolshevik Central Asian rebels. Lenin and the
Red leadership judged the problem to be sufficientiy dangerous to the
safety of the new regime that they sent their best army, the Vith, and
their best commander, Marshal Mikhail V. Frunze, to stabilize the
situation.® Using a combination of military, political, social and
economic programs, Frunze was able to establish at ieast the
semblance of Moscow's formal authurity. That ms combined actions
were generaily successful was probably as much a result of Basmachi
lack of unity as from Soviet strength,7

The political situation in Afghamistan in the late 197Q's was one of
chaos. The government of Mohammed Daoud became increasingly
nerfective and repressive, even arresting the cornmunists who had
helped Dagud t¢ ~awer in 8 1973 overthrow of the maonarchy. In April
1978, a Soviet arranged coup installed what the Kremlin thought
would be 8 mare dependable government 1n Kabul disposing o1 Daoud
with a bullet in the head.8

This April Revolution (2s it came to be called), put Mohammed Mur

Tarak1 and a supporting cast of Soviet advisors into power. In
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addition, on December 5, 1978, the Soviets concluded a 20 year treaty
with Afghanistan thet set the framework for militery intervention.
However, the change in government did little to stabilize the
situation. In-fighting between vaiious political factions was
rempant and the rebels continued to exert their control over the
countryside.

By mid-March 1979, resentment to the Taraki government
culminated in a bloody Moslem uprising in Herat and in September,
Tarski's government was toppled by rival faction leader Hafizulla
Amin. Teraki was executed, reflecting the chaotic state of Afghan
politics. The situation was such that in April, Generai Aleksey
Yepishey, Chief of the Main Political Administration of the Soviel
Armed forces, visited Afghanistan,d and shortly thereafter the USSR
began supplying the Afghen military with Mi-24 HIND halicopter
gunships and possibly pitots as well 10

Soviet concern about the deteriorating situation was reflected by
an inspection visit by General lvan G. Pavlovsky, (commander-in-chief
of the Soviet ground forces and the Soviet commander in the invasion
of Czechoslovakia), twelve other generals and fifty other officers to
Afghamistan from mid-August to mid-October.'! Although never

publicly acknowledged by the Soviet Umion, the Paviovsky mission is
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thought to have reported to Moscow that the Afghan Army and the
Kabul regime were unable to stop the rebellion. Subsequent to the
visit the amount of military equipment and the number of military
advisors increased, with the latter figure rising to over 4,000 by the
end of 1979 This, coupled with 1,500 civilian advisors, gave the a
Soviets tenuous hold on the command structure of government. 12 |n
the fail of 1979, military advisors were posted down to company level
and Soviet helicopter pilots began flying combat missions. 13

In spite of augmentation, the various rebel groups continued to
expand their control of the co.untrg capturing one province after
another. By the end of the year, at least 22 of the 26 provinces were
in rebel hands and the Afghen Army was disintegrating. Against this
backdrop, and a resurgence of Islamic nationalism throughout the
Muslim world, the Soviet leadership decided to act The invasion
began at 2200 on 24 Decernber 1979, when units belonging to the
105th Guards Airborne Division began to land at Kabul airport 14 for
the Soviet Army 1t was their first war since 1945, and was 1o become
nne of the longest and bloodiest guerrilla struggles of the twentieth
century. By the end of 1984, its duration hed exceeded that of any
foreign war in ywhich the Soviets had engaged since sei1zing power in

1g1713




THE INVASION

As early as October, US. intelligence had noticed an increased
concentration of transport aircraft in the Transcaucasus, Turkestan
end Central Asian military districts opposite Afghanistan. Some of
this activity took place near the home base of the elite 105th Guards
Airborne Division (GAD). Ir early November, reservists in the
Turkesten Military District and adjoining areas were calied up to fill
the category 111 divisions (10-30 percent full-time manning, full but
old combat equipment) in the district. Additionally, bridging
equipment was brought up to the Amu Derya (Darya meaning river)
vhich separates eastern Afghanistan from the USSR. A few weeks
later, the headquarters for what was to become the 40th Army was
established at Termez and satellite communications were established
with Moscow 10

On 29 November 1979, Soviet transports began flying troops from
the 105th GAD to strengthen a battation thet had arrived at Bagram in
July. By 6 December there was a full regiment of three battalions,
sbout 2570 men, on the ground at Bagram. Between 8 and 10 December
8 600-man armored unit jotned them, and on the 20th this unit moved
north to secure the highway through the Seleng Pass tunnel. This area

15 o key choke point hetween Kabul and Termez and later became one
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of the two main overland routes for the invasion. Around the same
time a small element of this unit took up security duty at the Kabul
International Airport. The Soviets now controlled the main road
leading into Afghanistan and the two airbases closest to Kabul. The
doors to Afghanistan were open and under Soviet control 17

In Soviet Central Asia, further mobilizations were ordered to
supplement the raising of the combat status of divisions that had
begun in October. By late December the Sovieis were also in the last
stages of force mobilization with two other girborne divisions, the
103rd at Vitebsk in Byelorussia and the 104th at Kirovabad in
Azerbsjen. These divisions are part of the elite strike force of the
Soviet Arml_.;.‘6

As previously mentioned, the actual invasion began at 2300 on
Christmas eve as troops of the 10Sth GAD began to 1and at Kabul
airport. These were reinforced by elements of the 103rd GAD and 8
Spetsnaz unit. On December 27, following a three day airlift which
averaged 75-120 flights per day, & few hundred Spetsnaz troops
deployed to the Daruleman Palace outside of Kabul, forced their way
in, and killed Amin.'9 Other Soviet detachments destroyed or
captured key locations throughout the city and hy the morning of the
28th Kabul was in Soviets hands.

9




That same morning two motorized rifle divisions began crossing
the Amu Derya on pontoon bn’dges while two more vyere mobilizing to
cross soon after.20 An analysis of units believed deployed to
Afghanistan would suggest that the Sth Guards Motorized Rifle
Division crossed the border at Kushka and the 360th Guards Motorized
Rifle Division crossed at Termez.2! The Sth had the aim of securing
the important city of Herat and routes south and east around
Afghanistan. The 360th out of Termez moved along the main highway
across the Hindu Kush and through the Salang Pass towards Kabul. The
mission of this operation was probably to secure the most direct
mein resupply route for the invasion. By the end of the first week of
Jenuary 1980 approximately 50,000 Soviet soldiers were in
Afghanistan. Three more divisions subsequently entered the country
bringing the total number of full divisions to six and the number of
Soviet troops to around 85,000 by the end of March.22

The actual invasion appears to have been accomplished with few
problems, and comparisons with the invesion of Czechoslovekia are
inevitable. Inboth actions airborne forces used surprise and
deception to seize key abjectives within a country and then link up

with mechanized forces rolling across the borders. In C2echoslovekia

the Soviets had major logistics problems but encountered virtually no
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resistance from the Czech Army or peopie. In Afghanistan the Soviets
attempted to correct the logistics problem, but this and all other
problems were exacerbated by the fierce resistance of the Mujshidin
(Muslim holy warrior).23

In retrospect, Soviet performance in the invasion must be seen in
two ways. Army Major Joseph J. Collins, who has studied and written
extensively on the Soviet experience, has stated it extremely well by

saying that:

"In Afghanistan any final assessment of the invasion (and its
immediate aftermath) must be mixed. For their pert the Soviet
military and security apparatus demonstrated that, (1) they were
capable of rapid (though detectable) mobilization; (2) they can
perform major operations without severe logistical breakdown
(although the logistical effort would be a constant cencern over
the next eight years); (3) with mobilization they have sufficient
ground forces to mount major conventional operations outside the
warsaw Pact or Chinese border areas; and (4) their Sgetsnaz and
airborme troops are reliable in (sensitive) operations such as
assassinations and the disarming of unreliable “friendiy” forces.”

“On the other hand, there were some glaring judgmental errors.
The massive use of Central Asian reservists -- evidently designed
to facilitate movement and communication with the populace --
was 8 mistake. Many of these reservists had probatly spent their
active duty in noncombat units and may have been poorly trained
for fighting. Moreover, most of the Soviet Central Asian troops
were Tajiks or Uzbeks. This may have alienated some of the
Pushtun majority in Afghanistan which tends toward
ethnocentnicity and ethnic prejudice. Many of these recruits were
also guilty of fraternization and a few even defected."24

Perhaps the most glaring weakness to emerge during the initial




period was the inability of junior Soviet officers and NCO's to respond
adequately to unexpected tactical situations where a decentralization
of command and innovative thinking were required. This will be
addressed in greater detail.

Finally, and on a strategic level, the Soviet decision makers appear
to have ignored Afghan history and culture. Led by officers who were
key participants in the 1968 Czech operation, they apparently came tn
believe the Afghan operation would be a repiay of this experience. In
this respect they made 8 fundamental miscalculation and failed to
identify the nature of the conflict and to gauge accurately the
relationship between means and ends in Afghanistan.23

Using the SAMS theoretical model, this miscalculation cen be

shown as:26
/ \
LEAND W £ENOS_

Militery Power A Soviet Controlled
Social Programs Y Afghanistan
Economic Programs S
Political Pressure B
Combinations

Strategy

Operational Art

Tactics

RISK
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Enemy forces
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In the critical area of RISK the Soviets made 8 major error on the

nature of the conflict and in underestimating the determination and

skill of the enemy.




THE MILITARY EXPERIENCE
This most recent direct military presence has gone on for nine
years during which the Soviets have varied both style and intensity of
their action. For purposes of organization and clarity it 1s useful to
divide this period into four phases:

Phase 1; Conventionsl warfare with standard tank and motorized
rifle units. December 1979 - Fall 1980.

Phase 2; Small unit offensive sweeps using conventional units but
increasing use of helicopters. winter 1981 - Spring
1983.

Phase 3; Speciol Operations predominate with conventional
motorized rifle and tank units limited to guard and
blocking force missions. Spring 1983 - Summer i386.

Phase 4, Combinations with the emphasis on holding cities and
minimizing personnel 1osses while exploring how to
withdraw from Afghsnistan. Summer 1986 - present.27

A deeper 100k at each of these phsses is necessary to understand the
tactical implications of changes in the style and nature of the
operations.

Phase 1, conventional war, which roughly encompassed the first

year of the war, was characterized by large scale military operations
with the motorized rifle and tank units brought in during the invasion

and initial buildup. During this period Soviet objectives appeer to

have been to establish bases and to secure lines of communication
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(LOC's) from which to conduct military operations. The subsequent
operations were designed to eliminate the Mujahidin, isolate the
population from them, and seal the borders to prevent the flow of
people and resupply from Pakistan and China to Afghanistan.

By the spring of 19860 it had become apparent that the force
structure and strategy did not match the situation. Armored and
heavy mechanized forces were confronted by an enemy and by terrain
for which they had not been trained. Soviet operational and tactical
doctrine emphasized heavy armored and mechanized attacks to the
depth of an enemy’'s defense. These operations stress quick and
complete victory using maximum force in minimum time. Insteac
they found a tactical situation where an illusive and lightly armed
enemy melted into difficult mountainous terrain when confrented
with superior force and reemerged to strike at isolated units and
logistic convoys.28

Specific weaknesses in tactical doctrine that began to emerge
during this imtial phase include; (1) soldiers not being trained to
operate outside their armored vehicles, (in fact, Soviet forces
apparently have no counter ambush drills as are found in Western
armies);29 (2) junior leaders being allowed little initiative, and
rarely taking any, often resulting in the failure to exploit a favorable

15




situation; (3) and extreme difficulty in supplying even modest forces
in mountainous terrain with no railroads and very few roeds.

One Soviet reaction to these initial problems was 8n increasing
use of aviation, especially helicopters, to enhance their tactical
mobility and logistic resupply. This period also saw the rapid
replacement of Central Asian troops with other Soviet soldiers not
ethnically similar to the Afghans. In addition, this first year
evidenced the initial use of chemical warfare. At first, the Soviets
used such agents as mustard gas and nerve agents against known
military targets. Eventually they moved to myctoxins such as “Yellow
Rain", "Blue X°, and "Sleeping Death™.30

A tally of this first phase of the war shows the Mujshidin
retaining control of the countryside with the Soviets controlling the
major towns and cities. As theyhad d . 1n the Great Patriotic war,
the Soviets were also evaluating the performance of their army and
discussing what modifications or changes were necessary. Their
concern is evidenced by the increasing frequency of articles on

Mountain Warfare in YOYENNYY VESTNIK (Military Herald) from

1975-1981. This number increased from zero in 1978 to three in
1979, six in 1980 and 15 in 198131

Realizing that their military doctrine was unsuitable for

16




Afghenistan, the Soviets begsn a second phase of the war, building on
their learning effort in Afghenistan. Phase 2 began in the Winter of
1981 and lasted until the Spring of 1983. This phase saw the Soviets
change their methods as they fully integrated helicopters into their
operations. Also, they emphasized small scale military actions and
increased political and economic activity to separate the Mujahidin
from their popular support base. The entire package of actions during
this phase makes it the closest phase to general western
counter-insurgency doctrine.

Significant military events other than the continued integiration of
helicopters and air assault operations center on the emphasis toward
combined arms warfare and the expanding use of chemical agents.

Yossef Bodansky, a well known writer on the Soviet military in
Afghanistan, writes that during this period the combined arms
reinforced battalion (CARB) became the core subunit of the Soviet
force in Afghanistan.>2 A CARB consisted of an artillery battery,
three motonzed rnfle companies, a tank company and a variety of
specialized supporting units. These battalions worked in close
coordingtion with specially trained air assault forces and helicopter
gunships for fire support. In cunjunction with the development of the

CARB, the Soviets also began a redefinition of the role of their jumor

17




commanders.>3

The trend toward combined arms operations did not begin in
Afghanistan but is a reflection of Soviet organizational changes and
doctrinal writing over the past 15 gears.34 The practical experience
in Afghanistan only serves to accelerate the changes, and numerous
articles in Soviet military journals publicized this increased
emphasis. Representative among these articles are: “In Coordination
with Artillery” in the July 1982 issue of Military Herald emphasizing
how junior officers should coordinate artillery with maneuver
operations;33 "Acting Independentiy from the Main Forces™ in the
September and October 1982 editions of Militery Herald concerning
how battalion and smaller units operate independently;>S and
"Heliborne Operations in Mountainous Regions™ in the December 1982

Aviation and Cosmonautics which stressed the close cooperation

between helicopter pilots and maneuver unit commanders.>’

The use of chemical agents also expanded dunng this phase as the
Soviets increased their use from only known military targets to
denmal operations in inaccessible mountain areas as an economy of
force measure Apparently these tactics were only marginaliy
effective and the targets were further expandes to attaciks on

villages and civilians. On 13 and 20 September 1982, the Soviets
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pumped chemical agents into the water supply of two villages in the
Logar Valley, south of Kabul.38 Since then, there has been little
documented use of chemical weapons by the Soviets.

By the end of 1982, the frustration of not teing able to defeat the
Mujshidin in battle decisively brought on & campaign of terror that
combined military, political and economic mesns. While smail-scale
military operations continued, a8 scorched earth policy sought to
cestroy Mujahidin food sources and a terror campaign was instituted

which included the use of booby-trapped toys and the leveling of

villages suspected of aiding the resistance.39 The impact of these

policies was to force the pecole to follow the instructions of the
Soviet controlled government, 1eave the country in exile, or die.40
During this second phase of the war it became increasingly
apparent that the most successful operations were those that
emphasized the use of elite airborne/air assault and Spetsnaz units.
Their use increased to the point that the third phase can be called the
Special Operations phase. The bulk of conventional ground warfare
was left to the Afghan army with occasional large operations
1nvolving Soviet mechanized forces. However, these were generally
involved in only route and base security operations. The ressons for

the change in method probably include the monetary cest of large
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scale operations, the greater number of Soviet casuaities caused by
large operations, and the generally below par performance of regular
units.

in an interview in Jane's Defense Weekly, Abdul Haq, one of the
Mujahidin’s leading field commanders, noted common problems which
the Soviets seemed to experience. These include lack of driving skills
and difficulties in mountain and night fighting even though they are
receiving more training in these areas than before. in addition, he
further stated that at the time of the invasion the Soviets used 8
large number of conscript troops but after two or three years they
had to change to helibome forces because they needed better trained,
more experienced soldiers and better equipment.4! Also, Soviet
military journals continued to print articles stressing the importance
of mountain training, physicel fitness and low level initiative, all
lessons from Afghanistan.42

These mid-yeers nf the war can be characterized as a time when
the Soviets totally integrated the helicopter intc their combat
operations and used their elite forces for raids anc ambushes. These
methods allowed them to generally abstain from the large scale
military operations which couse excessive friendly casualties. They

also continued to build and use an Afghan army and were constantly

20




frustratea in this attempt by extreme culturel and ethnic differences.
Looking to the future, they maintained educationai training end
socielization for young Afghans in the USSR while intensifying the
economic warfare ui:d scorched earth policies designed to starve the
Mujshidin into submission.

The final phase of this current war had its genesis in March 1985,
when Mikhail Gorbachev became general secretary and began
instituting a wave of domestic and foreign policy changes. Saddled
with 8 war he could not win politically or militarily, and which was
running counter to his goals, he made the decision to withdraw the
Soviet Army from Afghanistan. This intention was announced in g 28
July 1986, speech in Viadivostok when he announced the withdrawal
of six regiments, less than 10 percent of the total forces structure,
by the end cf 1986.4% This date marks the formal beginning of the
final phase of the war.

One of the most important military events of this phase was the
introduction of the U.S. made Stinger anti-aircraft missile. As

reported by John Gunston in Aviation Week and Space Technoloqy,

“The use of U.5. made General Dynamics Stinger missiles by the
Afghan rebels has forced the Soviet and Afghan government to
alter their air-to-ground attack profiles by raising the minimum
altitude for bomo release, thereby reducing the effectiveness of
air attacks on friendly units. As the air threat hgas diminished,
Mujahidin commanders have been able to concentrate their forces

21




and move them freely around the country.44

Throughout the remainder of 1986 end 1987, the Soviets continued
to explore through diplomatic channels a means to a political
settlement and o withdrawal of their forces. A program of netional
reconcilietion instituted by the new Afghan leader, Nojibullah,45 was
o failure and Soviet frustration end distllusionment with the
situation continued to grow. The Stinger missiles used by the
Mujahidin forced the Soviets to stop flying their helicopters in
deylight and ground troops were increasingly blocked by rebel
minefields. In addition, letters and articles in the Soviet press
reflected & public uneasy about a war they could not seem to win 46
By mid April 1988, diplomatic maneuvering hed produced a peace
accord signed by the United States, USSR, Pakistan ang Afghanistan.
It was designed to guarantee Afghanistan’'s neutrality and to see the
withdrawal of Soviet forces beginning on S May 1988.

As they orepare to legve Afghanistan, the Soviet forces continue
holding the cities and securing LOC's while at the same time
attempting to limit infiltration and destroy locail resistance at
minimum cost. The chief means of doing this has been to exploit their
mobility and technological advantage. By May 1988 Soviet casuaities

had reached 13,310 killed, 35,478 wounded and 311 missing in

action.47 Their international prestige had suffered greatly. For the
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Soviets, the costs of continued direct involvement outweighed the

benefits. It was time to leave.
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Lessons Learned and Principles Reaffirmed
Looking back over nine years of war it is useful to examine the
many “lessons learned”. It is equally important to discuss the
tactical principies reaffirmed by both the Scviets and the United

States.

jet Unio

For the Soviets, perhaps the most important of the lessons
learned was that their magnificent army could not easily defest a
100se confederation of poorly organized and poorly equipped
revolutionaries. Inlight of U.S. and French experience in Viet Nam,
and past British experience in Afghanistan, this should not have
surprised them. The war revealed thut in spite of an enormous
military budget there are deficiencies in the training of the Soviet
conscript soldier. A prime example is the problem the requler
motorized rifle units have had in desert and mountain operaticns.
Although these special environments are addressed in doctrinal
publict:nh'on:‘.,48 1t was reedily apparent that the initial complement
of regular Soviet forces were not trained in desert or mountain
warfare techniques or familiar with operstions in that type of

terrain. Joseph Collins states that:
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in December 1981, a Soviet source reported that “it took a while
for (an Afghan) soldier to believe that the majority of Soviet
servicemen had first seen mountains here--in Afghanistan”.49

This lack of training in a specific special environment is not an
uncommon problem in 8 large conscript army, but the experience in
Afghanistan has revealed some unique Soviet probiems as well. The
first of these is the political unreliability and ethnic unrest of Soviet
Central Asian soldiers. Joseph Collins further reports that:

"Collusion with the freedom fighters was commonplace. Ghafoor

Yussofzar, 8 former lawyer and now a resistance leader, gave this

eyewitness testimony: ...when the Soviets first entered our

country in 1979..most of the soldiers were Central Asians..When
these people realized that the only people they were fighting in

Afgnenistan were Afghans...then these Soviet Central Asians began

helping us. They began leaving us packages with weapons and

ammunition..They left it in the ground and covered it with earth
and just left a little of it emerging...when we finally recovered
these things, we found out they were parcels of weapons and
ammunition..The Russians finally became ayrare of this and have
since withdrawn Soviet Central Asian troops..and now they have
just brought their own red-faced troops”.90

The poor performance of standard formations was 8 key reason for
the formation of the CARB and also for the formation of "BRIGADES™ in
the Soviet order of battle. Since their formation in the spring of
1980, much of the fighting in the eastern provinces has been
conducted by the 69th and 70th Motorized Rifle Brigades of the 201st

Motorized Rifle Division. These units are believed to have been

formed to implement lessons learned and, as brigades are not
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normally part of the Soviet order of battle, they are an example of
Soviet “field improvisotion'.SI

Perhaps the area in which the Soviets have received the most
criticism, and have been most critical of themselves, is a low
standsrd of junior leadership. Just as the Soviet military press has
been teeming with articles on mountain warfare, it has been equally
active with articles on combat creativity and initiative, especially in
junior commanders. In fact, contemporary Soviet writing on
initiative and innovation is far richer than it was in previous decades.
This can be taken as 8n indication of greater apprecistion of the need
for initiative.92 In essence, the decentralized nature of the war in
Afghenistan has frequently forced decision making down to the level
of battalion, company, and platoon commanders and NCO's. while in
theory the men in these positions are supposed to act independently
when required by the tactical situation, their prior training was as
part of 3 larger unit where decisions were made by the higher unit
commander. They have generally been deficient in making indegendent
decisions.

That initiative is defined differently in Soviet and U.S. military
literature is well known ond it is useful to review the different
concepts.
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“In the Soviet literature, initiative 1s said to presuppose
ideological conviction, a sense of the military art, concrete
knowledge of tactics and weaponry, strong will, strict
responsibility for one's actions and decisiveness. The military
writings concentrate on three different and distinct
conceptualizations of initiative (1) fulfilling an order to the best
ability and in the best manner available, (2) taking the initiative
from the enemy in order to surprise them, and (3) making o
creative decision in battle based on situation characteristics and
8 learned set of scenarios.2s

In contrast, the US. view of military initiative is best explained

by FM 100-5 Operations which states:

“Initiative means setting or changing the terms of battle by action.
It implies an offensive spirit.. Applied to individual soldiers and
leaders, it requires a willingness and ability to act independently
within the framework of the commander's intent. In both senses,
initiative requires audacity which may involve risktaking and an
atmosphere that supports it. In the chaos of battle, it is essential
to decentralize decision authority to the lowest practical level
because overcentralization slows aclion and leads to inertia. at
the same time, decentralization risks some 10ss of precision \n
execution. The commander must constantly balance these
competing nsks, recognizing the loss of precision 1s usually
preferable to inaction.. Decentralization demands subordinates
who are willing and able to teke risks and superiors who nurture
that willingness and ability in subordinates. 34

These diffcring views of initigtive in battle can be demonstrated

by the use of the following diagram.
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U.S. COMMANDER'S INTENT

SOVIET BOUNDS

START POINT <W YU oesirep eno

STATE

Line A represents the Soviet view of initiative, an acceptable
solution within given bounds. (This is closest to the third definition
of Soviet initiative, finding a solution within a learned set of
alternatives). Area b represents the U.S. concept of a creative
solution. Almost anything is permissible within the commander's
intent and the Law of Land warfare (1egal bounds). The contrast may
be seen as one between resourcefulness and creativity.9°

An example of this difference is manifested in the way the Soviets
and the We<t gpproach battle drills. The Soviets believe the typical
battie of a war with NATO would be the meeting engagement where
one or both sides are moving and the situation is charactenzed by a

lack of intetligence with a quick, violent struggle as each side tries
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to impose its will on the other. In this environment, speed into action
is seen as a prime advantage of the battle drill, but also importent is
the easing of the command and control problem in an atmosphere of
danger, jomming and what Clausewitz described as the “friction of
war~.96 A negative manner of stating it is that the Soviets use battle
drill because they can't trust the individual soldier to do anything.

Contrast this with the accepted Western concept of battle drilis.
¥hile speed of action and ease of command and control are positive
aspects of drills, the reason goes much deeper. Writing in On
Infantry, John English states that battle drills were "..not intended to
stifle individual initiative but to infuse soldiers at all levels, and
junior officers and NCO's in particular, the will to win"27 Carried to
1ts zenith, this is a concept of dnlls where the junior leader is
conditioned to quickly reason through the situation rather than just
react. It is anenvironment where the small unit leader is taught how
to think rather than what to think. The Soviet concept envisions the
leaders and soldiers being trained in a number of drills that will
cover most or all tactical situations. This is & “what to think”
environment.

The expernence in Afghanistan has shown that initially the

soldiers were not trained to operate independently in that
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environment. They were not trained in the special environments of
desert, rnountain and counterinsurgent wer. The question then
becomes what form will their next war take? what if their prevalent
doctrine of high speed conventional operations is incorrect and
special environments become the norm? In this case, junior leaders
knowing what to think, but not how, will be equally as ineffective as
they were in Afghanistan.d8

The paradox for the junior Soviet commander is that he appears to
be hearing two different things. The tone of the articles he reads
hints at a style of initiative incorporating the U.S. and Western idea
of creetivity, yet it is constantly caveated with traditional Soviet
reserve. While Col Gen Yostrov (Cnief of Training for the Ministry of
Defense) says that “Too many instructors remain wedded to outworn
ideas and refuse to open their minds to recent developments in
warfare, military technology and social chtange',59 the junior
commander also reads articles such as “When It Pays To Take
Risks" 60 The title reads like it is advocating western style
initistive, yet a close look at the article reveals it to be risk taking
and 1nitiative within narrow beunds.8' The result appeers to be that
the Soviets desire to push the concept of Western style imitiative and
creativity lower and tower in their command structure but Soviet
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cultural reluctance to take risks and mixed signals from the higher

command mitigate against their success.

UNITED STATES

As the United States looks at the Saviet effort in Afghanistan
there are some important lessons to be noted. The first is that the
Soviets continue to study war and will apply their lessons learned.
Yossef Bodansky writes,

“In order to optimize their lesson learning effort in Afghanistan,

the soviets have established a sophisticated system that

identified these lessons, studied end tested them, reached
conclusions and recommendations and implemented them in

Afghanistan and elsey here. General of the Army Yazov is in charge

of this system. Since spring 1981, the influence of the solutions

implemented bg him has been felt in the fighting in

Afgi'u:niswn.'6

Among the changes implemented have been the extensive
integration of helicopters and combined arms units into combat
operations. There has also been a readiness to use new or different
unitc (such as air assault brigades) and equipment to meet the
tactical situation.

An area that has received remarkabiy little publicity, but has been

an important part of the war for both sides, has been the use of

mines. Published Soviet doctrine emphasizes the use of Movement

Support Detachments (MSD) to clear mines in the offense and Mobile
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Obstacle D-tachments (MOD) to emplace mines in the defense. Combat
engineers are assigned at regiment and division leve! in all Soviet
maneuver divisions to accomplish these tasks, and platoons are
sometimes detailed to battalions for specific operations.63 Soviet
combat operations in Afghanistan have seen both the offensive and
defensive use of mines emplaced by hand, air and artiliery. As an
example, by December 1985, the U.S. State Department said that the
Soviets had dropped or planted an estimated two millicn mines since

the invasion.64 By mid 1988 this number had increased significantly;

Jane's Defense weekiy reported:

“The Afghan Media Resource Center quoted a defecting Afghan army

officer as saying that Soviet troops have planted more than three

million mines in Afghanistan. The Soviet daily PRAVDA said on 12

September that 2131 minefields were laid in Afghanistan (three

quarters of which have been cleared.)"69

During the war, the Soviets frequently scattered mines in front of
coravans, bringing them to a halt, and making them sitting targets for
helicopter attack. Mines were also randomly dispersed along
Mujamdin lines of communication to create confusion and cause
casualties. Without mine detection equipment the rebels are forced

to seek out these mines on their hands and knees and to detonate them

by throwing stones 66 During deep air assault operations, Soviet
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elite troops used minefields to protect their flanks and rear, and also
for the protection of their landing and ambush sites.87

The learning point for the United States is that Soviet doctrine
stresses the use of mines and their tactical units have organic
combat engineers to carry out these tasks. They say they are going to
do it, they are organized and equipped to do it, an in their most recent
combat they have had extensive experience at it. It seems probabie
that if we have to fight them, mine/counter-mine operations will be
extremely important and we must be prepared to accomplish these
missions.

Another area where the U.S. needs to take a close logk at the
Soviets for future implications is the use of "elite” units. While they
have been disappointed with the performance of their regular
motorized rifle formations, the Saviets appear to be pleased with the
performance of the elite or special airborne, air assault and air
mobile units. Throughout the war these units have shown a level of
combat capability that exceeds that of regular formations. They are
better tratned, more physically fit, and exhibit a degree of 1nitiative
which allows them to work in independent small units. During the
war they have been used to block Mujahidin movement, seize high

ground, surround villages and other objectives, conduct deep raids and
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embushes, and for convoy protection. This last mission is
accomplished by establishing cutposts on crests ahead of the
columns. Helicopter maobility has given them a capotitg for maneuver
t!iat ground combined arms columns 1ack.68 Soviet Spetsnaz troops
have also been reported operating dressed as Afghan Army soldiers
and as Afghan shepherds to conduct surprise attacks.69

The lesson for the U.S. seems clear. Our doctrine recognizes the
2vistence of deep, close and rear batties and the equal importance of
each. Should we have to fight the Soviets in the future, they will
employ units developed ond trained specially for the disruption of the
enemy’s rear area. These elite units ere tough and well trained and,
at least for the present, have combat experience. For us to be
successful ageinst them will require more than just a recognition of
their existence.

On the positive side for the U.S., the Soviets appear to have some
operational geficiencies that may be exploited in future operations.
The poor performance of line units in the "special” environments of
Afghenistan has already been noted, and in this respect they have
shown that the Soviet Army of today is not the army of 1945 This
has been manifested in other ways also. Much has been written on

successful Soviet deception (magkirovka) during the Grest Patriotic
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war, especially prior to the Battle of Kursk in 1943, and the
Vistula-0Oder and lassi-Kishinev operation’s in 1945. Also,
maskirgvka is a common topic in Soviet military literature todag.7°
However, Soviet combat operations since 1980 suggest that they have
shortcomings in this area. It has already been stated that US.
intelligence had noticed preparations for the invasion and Joseph
Collins writes that:

“Soviet operational security, the ability to conceal one’s plans,
intentions and movements from the enemy, is generally poor. Not
only do their Afghan allies “leak” like a sieve, but the Soviets
also seem to go out of their way to advertise impending
offensives. For exsmple, they openly buiid up their forces near
future objectives and conduct lengthy air and artillery
preparations, meny of which are i11-conceived and poorly
targeted. In the Panjshir Valley campaign in 1982, even the
Pravde militery correspondent admitted that the resistance
apparently had the Soviet battle plan before the operation had
begun. The onset of their 19684 campeign was predicted in
western newspapers & week before the battle began.*’!

while this does not mean that 1t is fmpossible for the Soviets to
surprise the US,, these deficiencies indicate that Soviet operationel
gecurity fs not as gond 8s tt wos tn 1945, when they were successful
in concealing tntentions and mejor troop movements from the
Germans and Japanese. These problems also highlight the addtttonal
difficultias of sacurtty when operating with olites, and they should be
even more evident when working against modern survetllance and

gnaly<1s tachnigues
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Another lesson the U.S. needs to tearn from the Soviet experience
in Afghanistan is that even after nine years of war they do not have o
distinct counter-insurgency doctrine or strategy. As David Isby has
written,

"As is so often the case, 1arge amounts of historical experience
do not yield tactical effectiveness... The lessons of old
counter-insurgency campaigns had to be relearned, while the
differences between histo_r_lqzand the current Afghan situstion
also had to be understood.

Despite experimentation with special units, tactics, and
equipment, the Soviets stil] appear dominated by conventional forces
and tactics. A prime example of this is TAKTIKA (tactics), the Soviet
equivalent of FM 100-5 Operations.”> A perusal of this book does not
yieid eny lossons from Afghanisten, with the vast mojority of
historical examples coming from the Great Patriotic War end o few
from exarcises such as ZAPAD-81 Specuistion as to the reasons for
this lack of a specific counter-insurgency doctrine center on (1) o
basically consarvetive militery command structure st1ll governed by
the lessuns and memariec of the Great Patriotic War,”4 and (2)
acknowledging that there are insurgent forces working egainst o
communigt government flies in the foce of the tnevitable communist

world rnovement. There are tdeological difficulties eccopting that o

glate on the rood Lo communism can backslide. That the Snviets don't
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have a distinct counter-insurgency doctrine is even more surprising
when one considers that a number of Soviet client states have
insurgencies operating ot varying levels of effectiveness
(Afghanistan, Angola, Ethiopa, Mozambique and Nicaragua). The lesson
for the U.S. is that although the Soviets have 8 well developed
doctrine and organization for high-intensity conventional war, their
development has been at the expense of other areas of military
thought, specifically, 1imited wer, and reinforces the dictum that
"You can't be strong everywhere”,

A final lesson the U.S. should take from the war is thet Soviet
implementution of & scorched-earth policy, chemical warfare and the
use of “politicel” murder has demonstrated the Soviets know few
11mits or morel bounds.’Y The underlying point is that war is o
violent business. As the number of U.S. officers and NCO's with
combat experience decreases, the horror of wer recedes from memory
and two quotes from Clausewitz are worth noting:

"war is an act of force, an there i3 no logicel Himit to the

application of that force”.

and

"To someone who has never experienced danger the idea is
attractive rather than alarming”.76

Our training program must prepare leaders and soldiers for tne
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horrors of war to the greatest extent possible in a peacetime

environment.




CONCLUSION

The research question this monograph has attempted to answer is:
Heve the Soviet ground forces in Afghanistan displayed tactical
flexibility and initiative or have their operations been indicative of
relatively rigid and inflexible military doctrine and tactics?

The answer must be seen on two levels. On one level the Soviets
have shown themselves to be extremely flexible in their application
of lessons learned and the employment. of new types of units, new
equipment (helicopters) and different tactics. This {s evidenced by
the change from conventional 1arge-scale operations to small units
sweeps to special unit operations through the various phases of the
war. On another level they appear to have been generally unsuccessful

in attempting to develop a degree of Western-style creativity and

initiative in their junior leaders. The resuit of this paradox has been
stated by Mujahidin military commander Abdul Haq:
"Since we were invaded nine years ago the Saviets have changed,
step by step, their tactics. Soviets can change tactics but they
cannot change their forces. The Soviets have conscript soldiers, a
frontier force, heliborne forces, and Spetsnaz. They can only
change tactics when they change their forces™.’?
It appears that constant indoctrination cannot overcome the lack

of individual initiative which the Soviet system inculcates,

especially when that indoctrination is couched in ‘erms that reflect



both old and new ideas. The fact that they have been unable to
develop this sense of creetivity and Western style initiative in junior Y
commenders {s 8 paradox of Soviet society. That this occurs is not
surprising when you consider that "It is & society thet builds the
world’'s best tank but cannot feed its own populauon.'-’B

Among the lessons the Soviets 1earned in Afghanistan was that
success does not always come from the top. They found thet an army
trained, resourced and equipped for success at the oporationsl level in
8 high-intensity conventional conflict could not win & war for which
norms had not been established and their standard drills did not apply.
This 18 one factor 1n @ massive review of the Soviet training system
thet s teking place today.”®

The direct implications for the U.S. Army are less easy to discern,
and we must be careful not to draw the wrong lessons from Soviet
milttary performance in Afghaenistan. However, while Soviet doctrine
emphasizes success at the operational level, their tactical
shortcomings in this wer call into question whether Soviet soldiers
are capable of fighting the high-tempo/non-stop wer their doctrine
intends them to fight. This ig another probable reason for the ongoing
training review and the spate of articles on the low quelity of junior

officers and NCO's and indiscipline within the Goviet forces.80 The
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wor further reaffirms that no amount of training can equal the actual
experience of war.

Should we have to fight the Soviets in the near future, their
combat performence in Afghsnistan shows that a way to be
successful ageinst them is by making every effort to fight on ground
of our choosing (unfemfiter ground to him), end by disrupting and
eroding his battlefield control by every means possible. Unique
weapons spplication, the unusual timing of counter-attacks, and
employing surprise and deception of all types oare useful items to
consider.

Finally, in emphasizing the fact that it 18 necessary to use ceution
and not draw the wrong lessons from the Soviet experience in
Afghanistan, 1t 18 81so important to reemphasize that the Soviet Army
of todey s vastly different from that of 1945. The success of the
Mujahtdin over nine yeers of war underscores the difficulty of
conducting successful offencive operations against & skilled and
determined enemy un ground of his choosing. This 1s the lesson the

U.S should teke from the war in Afghenistan.

41




ENDNOTES

1. "US. Reports Soviet Flying Many Troops to Afghan Conilict”. The
New York Times, 27 December 1979, p. Al.

2. David C. Isby, "Soviet Tactics in the war in Afghanistan”, Jape's
Defepse Review, (Vol. 4, Number 7, 1983), p. 685.

3. Lieutenant Colonel James R. Holbrook. “Battle Analysis

PO-SOVIETSKY", Battle Analysis Book of Readings Course P 651,
(Academic Year, 1987-88) p. 23.

4. Lieutenant Colonel Richard S. Kosevich. "Ne Po Shablonu: Soviet

Tacticel Flexibility™ Military Reviey, August 1962, p. 25.

3. J.Bruce Amstutz. Afghenistan The First Five Years of Soviet
Qccupation (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1966, p. 4.)

6. Alexandre Bennigsen. The Soviet Unlon and Muslim Guerrilla Wars,
1920-1981._Lessons for Afghanistan, (Sente Monica, CA, RAND,
1961), p. 2, Amstutz, op. cit., p. 143.

7. Joseph J. Collins. The Sovied invasion of Afghanigtan (Lexington,
Mass.. Lexington Books, 1986), p. 10.

8. Peter Adams. "Retreat from Afghanistan: How the Soviets Failed”,

Army Times, (Mey 16, 1987), p. 10.

9. “Afghen Insurgency Severely Challenging New Regime”, The New
York Times, |3 April, 1979, p. A-8.

10. "Afghens Safd To Obtain Sovist Copter Gunships®, The New York
Iimes, 4 May 1879, p.7.

I't. Henry 5. Bradshaw _Afghaniston And The Soviet Union, (Durham,
W.C.. Duke University Press, 1985), p 108; Collins, op. cit., p.66.

12. "Soviet Troops tn Afghanistan,” The Christian Sclence Monttor, 14
December, 1979, p. 9.

13.Colling, op cit,, p 66.




14. Amstutz, op. cit., p. 46.

15. 1bid, p. 127.

16. Collins, op. cit,, p. 71,

17. Ibid, p. 71 and 72; Bradsher, op. cit., p. 176,

18. Collins, op. cit, p. 176.

19. Ibid, p. 78.

20. Bradsher, op. cit., p. 183.

21. 1bid, p. 183; Collins, op. cit., p. 79; Isby, op. cit., p. 682; David C.
Isby, weooons and Tactice of the Soviet Army (London: Jene's
Publishing Company Limited, 1988), p. 34,

22. Collins, op. cit, p. 79.

23. Donald E. Fink, "Afghan Invasion Likened to 1968 Action®, Aviation
week and Spoce Technology, 14 July 1980, p. 22.

24. Collins, op. cit., p. 80, Isby, op. cit, p. 686.

25. Collins, op. cit, p. B1Y.

26. Jemes J. Schnetder, Theoretical Paper No. 3, The Qperational Art.
School of Advanced Militery Studieg, U.S. Army Commend and General

Steff College, Ft. Leavenworth, KS, p. 16, 17.

27. The idea far phasing and an outline on the pheses originally come
from First Lieutenant Kip McCormick, "The Evolution of Soviet

Militery Docirine-Afghenisten,” tilitary Reyiew, July 1967 and
Captatn A A Cordoza, at. 8], "Battle Study: The Soviet Wer in

Afghaniston”, Marine Corpg Gazatie, July i986.

28 An excellent overview of logistic problems s found in Graham H
Turbiville, Jr., "Ambushl The Roed War In Afghanistan®, Army,
January, 1966.

29 Collins, op cit, p 150, Major Joseph J. Collins, "The Soviet
43




Military Experience in Afghenistan™, Military Review, May 1985, p.

23; Isby, "Waapons and Tactics of the Soviet Army”, op. cit,, p. 84;
Amstutz, op. cit., p. 177.

30. Cardoza, op. cit., p. 60. Isby, "Soviet Tactics In Afghanistan”, op.
cit, pgs. 691-692. :For o deteiled account see Special Report Number
98, Chemical wWarfare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan, US.
Department of State, March 1982; and Special Report Number 104,

Chemical wWarfare in Soytheast Asia and Afghanigtan, U.S. Department
of State, Washington, D.C., November 1982.

31. Frank Steinert and Lieutenant Colonel Kerry Hines, "Afghanistan’s
Impact on Soviet Military Literature™, Review of the Soviet Ground
Forces, Defense Intelligence Agency, washington, D.C., July 1982, pgs.
13-16. Although there were no articles in 1978, there were two in
1077, four in 1976 and six in 197S.

32. Yossef Bodansky, "General of the Arrny D. T. Yazov: Victor in

Afghanistan”, Jane's Defense Weekly, 31 March 1984, p. 405,
406.

33. 1bid, p. 14.

34. See Arch Shero, "Recent Organization Changes in the Soviet Tenk
Division®, Review of the Sgvi round Forces, Defense Intelligence
Agency, Washington, D.C., July 1982, p. 4-8 and DDB-1100-333-82,
Soviet Divisional Guide, Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington,
D.C, July 1982, for additional information on the trend towards
combined arms operations.

35. Major James Brusster, Sheron Houy and Frank Steinert, “In
Coordination with Artillery”, Review of the Soviet Ground Forces,
Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington, D.C,, May 1983, pgs. 10-12.

36. Sharon A. Houy and Frank Steinert, "Acting Independently From
The Main Forces™, in Review of the Soviet Ground Forces, Defense
intelligence Agency, wWashington, D.C., August 1983, pgs. 19-21.

37 Basil Epatko, "Heliborne Operations in Mountainous Regions~,
Review of the Soviet Ground Forces, Defense Intelligence Agency,
Washington, D.C., August 1983, p. 22 and 23.

38. Cardoza, op. cit p 61.
44




39. Collins, "The Soviet Military Experience in Afghanisten”, Military
Review, op cit, p. 20.

40. Cardoza, op.cit, p. 61.

41. . Afghanistan Poses Training

Problems®, Jane's Defense Weekly, 12 March, 1988, p. 471.

42. As an example, “Keeping Fit", Review of the Soviet Ground
Forces, Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington, D.C,, August 1983,

p. 33. This article notes that despite the publicity given to the
physical training the Soviet soldier receives, and the competition in
which he participates, some military personnel have problems staying
in good physical condition. Although directed specifically at
headquarters and command post personnel, the October 1982 issue of
Air Defense Herald points out that this is a result of increasing
mechanization.

43. Adams, op. cit., p. 8 and 20.

44. John Gunston, “Stingers Used By Afghan Rebels Stymie Soviet Air

Force Tactics™, Aviation week and Space Technology, 4 April, 1988, p.
46.

45. In May of 1986 Babrak Karmal was replaced by Najibullah. This
was generally seen as 8 Soviet attempt to institute change by
beginning at the top. Karmal was generally seen as not being able to
generate sufficient popular support.

46. Adams, op. cit,, p. 20.

47 “Lizichev: The Afghanistan Toll", Jane's

Defense Weekly, 4 June, 1988.

48. Steinert and Hines, op. cit., pgs. 13-16; also see Sgviet Soldier's
Manual, Voi. t, 1975, U.S. Government Printing Office,Washington,
D.C., 1978-789-080-6862, pgs. 174-201.

49. Collins, “The Soviet Military Experience in Afghanistan”, Military
Review, op. cit, p. 22.

50. Collins, Ibid, p. 21, 22.
45




51. Bodansky, "General of the Army D. T. Yazov: Victor in
Afghenistan®, Jane's Defense Weekly, 4 February 1984, p.150.

52. Mary Zey-fFerrell, Arlene Parchman and Jerry Gaston, Initiative
and Inngvation in the Soviet Military, Occasional Paper No. 6,

Occasional Papers Series, publisher unknown, 1984, p. 1, 2.

$3. Ibid, p. 8, 9. These definitions are found in Dictionary of Basic

Military Terms (A Soviet View) Superintendant of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, washington, D.C. 1965, p. 92.

S4. FM 100-5, Operations, washington: Headquarters, Department of
the Army, May 1986, p. 15.

S5. Diagram is a slight variation on an example used by instructor in
Command and Staff College Soviet tactics instruction. AY 87/88.

56. C. J. Dick, "Soviet Battle Drills: Vulnerability or Strength,”
International Defense Review, No. S, 19895, Interavia S. A. Geneva,
Switzerland, pgs. 663-665%; and Carl Von Clausewitz, On War.
Transleted by Michael Howard and Peter Paret, 1984, pgs. 119-12i.

S7. John A_English, On Infantry Prager, New York, 1984, p. 122.

58. Ibid, pgs. 121-125, 205-206, 218-221. English covers the
concept of “battle drilis™ extremely well in these areass.

S8 _._"Vostrov To Head Training Shake-up~, Jane's
Defense Weekly, 08 October 1988, p. 892.

60. V. Yaremko, "When It Pays To Take Risks”, Saviet Military
Review, 12 December 1986, pgs. 14-15.

€1. Inaddition to these listed, there are many other examples of
‘mixed signals™. Joint Publications Research Service Report,
JPRS-UMB-88-004-L-1, The Motorized Rifte (Tank) Battalion in
Combat, states on page six that "wWaiting and passiveness in combat
inevitably lead to defeat™ with the suggestion being 'nitiative and
creativity lead to victory. However, page two earlier notes that,
"Conversely the causes for unsuccessful actions are often
miscalculations made by commanders.

46




62. Bodansky, “General of the Army D. T. Yazov: Victor in
Afghemstan,”~ Jane's Defense week'ly, op. cit, p. 485.

63. FM 100-2-1, The Soviet Army: Operations and Tactics,
Washington, Headquarters Department of the Army, July 1984, p. 4-1.

64. Afghanistan: Six Years of Soviet Qccupation. Special
Report No. 135, U.S. Department of State, December 1985, p.2 .

65. Soviet Afghan Mines, Jane's Defense Weekly, | October 1988, p.
759

66. PEM-1, Mine in Afghanistan, Jane's Defense Weekly
25 May 19885, p. 920.

67 1ibd, p. 920,

68. The role of “special” troops in Afghanistan has been a subject of
extensive research. See specifically Isby, Weapons and Tactics of the
Soviet Army, op. cit, p. 397-400; Isby, “Soviet Airmobile and Air
Assault Brigades™, Jane's Defense Weekly, 14 December 1985, pgs.
S61-565; and Mark L. Urban, “The Strategic Role of Soviet Airborne
Troops™, Jane's Defense Weekly, 14 July 1984, pgs 26-32. A less
flattering view of elite unit effectiveness can be found in “Abdul Hagq,
Soviet Mistakes in Afghanistan,” Jane's Defense Weekly, S March
1988. While praising their tactical skills and physical fitness, Abdul
Hagq maintains their use has been limited because the Mujahidin
employ the same tactics which has largely negated their usefulness,
p. 380-381.

69 Isby, Weapgns and Tactics of the Saviet Armuy. op. cit., p. 398.

70 Charles J Dick, "Catching NATO Unawares, Soviet Army Surprize
and Deception Techniques™, International Defense Review No. t,
1986, p. 25.

71. Coliins, "The Soviet Military Experience in Afghanistan’, Mihtary
Review, op. cit, p. 22.

72 Isby, Weapons and Tactics of the Soviet Armuy, op. cit, p 78

73 vasiln G Reznichenko, TAKTIKA (tactics) A Soviet View,
Moscow and Ottawa, Canada (published under the auspices of the US.
a7




Air Force), 1984.

74. This is one of the paradoxes of the Soviet society and the Soviet
military. They can study and implement 1essons from the current wer
while still being essentially bouna by the lessons of the Greet
Patrotic war. That this occurs should not be surpricing since most
lorge states exhibit similar contradictory characteristics. An
American paradox might te that we cen consistently put objects in
space and bring them back yet can't seem to devalop an effective
anti-aircraft gun.

75. Although examp'e abound, o specific fnstence of the execution of

civiliars is noted in Afghanistan. Four Years of Qccupation Special
Report No. 112, United States Department of State, December 1983,
p. 3

76. Clausewitz, Qn wnr op cit,p 77 8and 113

77. lan Kemp, "Abdul Haq: Soviet Mistakes in Afghanistan”, Jane's
Defonse Weekly, S March 1988, op. cit,, p. 380-361.

78. Major (P) Donald L. Murcer. "The Soviet Regimental Commander”,

Hilitary Peyiey, August 1982, p. 34.

79 See "Vostrov to Head Training Shepe-up”, Jane's Defense weekly
06 October 1988, p. 892, and "Kozlov 1s GSFG Forces New Chief”,

Jane's Derense Weekly O1 October 19688, p B814; Netalie Gross,
"Weaknesses 1n Soviet Junior Leadership”, Militery Review, Movember
1987, pgs. 48-51!,; end "Educational Reform to Boost Milttary

Efficrency”, Jape's Pefense Weekly, 31 Jonuary, 1967, pys. 149-150.

80 See, __"Poltburo Concern Over Indiscipline 1n
Armed Forces”, ng's Defense Weekly 05 November 1968,p 1147,

“Concern Qver Draft Dodgers”, Jane's Defense
weekly, 29 October 1968, p 1063, and

"Fea’ko Joing Perestrotks Race”, Jane s Defense Weekly 22 October
1988, p 1026 Thase are representative of the most recent Enghish
language notes from transintions of Soviet mihitary hterature. They
reflect 8 growing concern with a serious lack of discipline preceived
to exist within the armed forces, most notably the army




DIBLIOGRAPHY

ROOKS

Amstutz, J. Bruce. Afghanisten The firgl Five Years of Soviet
Qccupation, Netional Defense University Government Printing
Office. Washington, D.C., 1986.

Bennigsen, Alexandre. The Soviel Union and Muslim Guerrille Wars,

1120-1901: Lessons for Afghaniston, Sante Monice, Celtfornia:
Rond, 1961,

Bradsher, Herry S. Alghanistian And The Soviael Unlgn, Ourhem, North
Caroline: Duke University Press, 1965,

Colitns, MAJ Joseph J The Joviel Invaston of Afghanistan Lexington,
Magsechusetts: Lexi )ton Books, 1986.

Ericksun, John end Feuch! vanger, €. J. (Ed1ted). Soyiet thilitary Power
and Performance. Hemden, Connectizut. The Shoe String Press,
in., 1979.

Englisnh, John A, Qp Infantry Now York: Preeger, 19684

Griffiths, John C. Afghanistan, Key To A Continent Boulder, Colorado:

Westview Press, 198]

Hemmond, Thomes T Red Flag Qver Afghantglon Boulder, Colarndo
weslview Press, 1984,

(sby, Dovid C Weapons and Tactics of the Soviat Army London,
Jane's Publishing Company Limited, 1968

Nigel, Pyan. A Hitch Or Two In Alghanistan. A Journey Behind Pussian
Lines, London George Wetdenfeld and Nicolson, LTD., 1983

Fest, Harriet and 5co't, willlam F _The Armed Forces of The YSSR
Boulder, Colorado- Y/esiview Press, 19684

Zey-Ferrell, Mary; Parchman, Arlene and Gaston, Jerry. Initiative Ang

lnnovation In the Soviet Militory. Occasional Poper No 6,
Occastonal Papers Series, 1984

49




PERIODICALS

Adems, Peter. "Retreat From Afghanistan. How The Soviets Failed".
Army Times, 16 May 1968.

Armstrong, Major Richard N. “initiative Soviet Style”, Military
Reviey, June 1984

Bodensky, Yossef. "Learning Afghenistan’s Lesson”. ,jana's Defanse
Yeaakly 20 Februery 1968.

Dodansky, Yossel. “Soviet Net Closes In On Afghen Resistance”. Lane's
Defence Wegkly 20 February 1966.

Bodansky, Yossef. “The New Generatton of the Soviet High Cummend".

Jane s Defange weekly 5t October 1987.

Bodansky, Yosse!. “General of the Army D. T. Yazov: Victor in
Afghenisten” _Jang's Defense Weekly, 31 .1arch 1984

Bodensky, “ossef. "New weapons in Afgrenisten” Jane's Defense
Yeekly 9 March 1985,

Cordoza, Caploin A, A et. al. “Battle Study The Soviel wor in
Afghunigten™. Marine Corns Gazetle July 1986.

Collins, Major Joseph J. "The Soviel Military Experience in
Atghenisten”. Military Reyiew May 198S.

Dick, Cherles J “Cetching NATD Unewares - Soviet Army Surprise and
Deception Techniques™. |nternational Defense Review, No. |, 1986

Dick, Charles J. “Soviet Battle Drills: Vulnerabflity or Strength”,
International Defense Review, No S, 1985.

Dick, Charles J "Soviet Cperational Concepts: Part I°. Military
Revigw, September 1985,

Furlong, R 0 M. and Winkler, Theodor “The Soviet Invasion of
Afghamistan™ Internationql Defense weekly, No. 2, 1980

Gross, Natalie. "weaknesses In Soviet Junior Leadership”. Military
Review, November 1987

50




Gunston, John. “Stingers Used by Afghan Rebels Stymie Soviet Air

Force Tactics™. Aviation Week and Space Technglogy, 4 April
19886.

Hager, Major Michasgl. “Initiative in the Soviet Ground Forces™.

Military Inteliigence, October - December 1982.

Isby, David C. "Soviet Airmobile and Air Assault Brigades™. Jane's
Defense Weekly 14 September 1985.

Isby, David C. "Soviet Tactics in the War in Afghanistan®. Jane's
Defense weekly, Vol. 4, No. 7, 1983,

Kemp, lan. "Abdul Haq: Soviet Mistakes in Afghanistan™ Jane's
Defense Weekly, S March 1988.

Khallzad, Zalmay. "Moscow's Afghan war". Problems of Communism
January-February, 1986,

Kosevich, LTC Richard S. “Ne Po Shablonu: Soviet Tactical
Flexibility™, Military Review, August 1982.

McCormick, First Lieutenant Kip. “The Evolution of Soviet Military
Doctrine in Afghanistan”. Military Review, July 1987.

Mercer, Major (P) Doreld L. "The Soviet Regimentasl Ccmmander™,
Military Review, August 1982

Moorcraft, Paul. "Bloody Standoff in Afghanistan™. Army, Aprl 1985

Rashid, Abdul. "An Afghun Resistrr @ Commander Looks At The War
end Its Strateg.c Implicatr. . Strategic Review, winter 1985

Turbiville, Graphr. H. Jr. "Ambush! The Poad War in Afghanistan”
Army, January 1988.

Twining, David T. "Saviet Activities In The Third World: A New
Pattern™ Military Peview June 198u

~...unknown author “Yazov Criticizes Dutdated Militory Idea™ Jane's
Defense Weekly, 20 August 1388




....unknown author. "Afghanistan Poses Training Problems”. Jene's
Defense Weekly, 12 March 1968.

.. unknown author. "Naw Mine-Clearing Vehicle in Action®. Jane'g
Defense Weekly, 16 January 1988.

.. unknown suthor. “Soviet Maintenance in ATghanistan Parts | and
2. Jane's Defenge Weekly, 22 February and 01 Merch 1966.

.. unknown author. "PFM-1 Mine in Afghanisten”. Janeg Defense
Yeekly, 25 May 1985.

.. unknown author. "warfare in Special Conditions™. Jang's Defence.
yweekly 10 November 1984

.... unknown suthor. “'Hind' Tactics Change™. Jang's Defanse wWeekly
Vol. 2, No. S, 1981.

Urban, Merk L. “The Strategic Role of Soviet Airborne Troops™. Japes
Refense weekly, 14 July 1984,

Urben, Mark L. “Afghanistan. A New Hortzon for Soviets™ Jangs
Defense weekly, 6 February 1966.

wheeler, Captain Charles G. “The Forces in Conflict, Afghanistan”
tilitary Reviey, July 1967,

Yaremko, ¥ “When It Puys To Take Risks™ Soyiat Militery Keview,
December 19686

ADA-184-711-1 Thaden, Major Ruccelt H The Kol of {nitialve 1n
Soviet Qperational Command School nf Advanced Military
Studies, CGSC. Ft Learenworth, KS May 1987

ADB-102-008-2. 0berst, Major David J A Cornparigon of the 1984
Edition of Toktika ar.d Current U Perceptigne of Sovigt Doclrine
(U) School of Advanced Militery Studies, US Army
Command and General Staff Collegs, Ft Leavenwurth, ¥5
December 1985 (FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY)

o




ATC-wP-2600-096-88. How They Fight. U. S. Army Intelligence And
Threat Analysis Center, Washington, D.C., April - June 1988.

00B-110-333-82. Soviet Divisignal Qrganizational Guide. Defense
Intelligence Agency, washington, D.C., June 1982.

DDB-1100-..-.. Review Of The Soviet Ground Forces. Defense
Intelligence Agency, Washington, D.C., July 1982, December 1982,
Mey 1983, August 1983.

Editor: Reznichenko, V. G. (Vasilii G.) Taktika (tactics) A Soviet
Viey Moscow, Qttaws, Cenada. Under Auspicies of U.S. Air Force,
1984,

Fastabend, Major David A. Eighting By The Numbers: The Role Of

Quantification in Tactical Decisign Making. Ft. Leavenworth, KS,
SAMS/CGSC, 1987.

FM-100-2-1. The Soviet Army. Operations And Tactics Wwashington,
Headquerters, Department of the Army, July 1984

FM-100-5. Qperations Washington, D.C., Headquarters Department of
the Army, 1986.

JPRS-UMB-B88-004-L-1. The Motorized Rifle {Tank) Battalion in
Combal JPRS/FB.3 (Joint Publication Research Service/Foreign
Broadcast Information Service), 24 March 1988.

Lowa, Major (USMC) M.chael E. and Swedock, Major (USMC) Robert D.
Afghanistan, The Imoacs On Soviel Military Tactics Unpublished
Manuscript. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, Quantico,
VA, 1983

20ylelgoldiets Manual Yolume | and 2 (1973), Washington, D C,
Governmant Printing Office, #1978-789-080-6662.

Us Armu Sy Q_Lé[m” rl‘]P[Q“!“ﬁ ong TQQ!]Q& Field Manual,
t00-2-1 Washington, 0C. US Government Printing Office,
ly04




United Stotes Department of State Specisl Reports. Bureau of Pubiic
Affairs, washington, D.C., Special Reports: Soviet influence on
Afghan Youth, No. 139. February, 1986; Afghanistan: Six Years of
Occupation, No. 135. December 1985; Afghanistan: Four Years
of Occupation, No. 112, December 1983; Afghanistan: Three Years
of Occupation, No. 106, December 1982; Chemicsl Warfare in

Southeast Asia and Afghanistan: No. 98 and 104, March and
November 1982.

USAICS Handbook On The Soviet Ground Forces (Revised). (SUPR
69720) US. Army Intelligence Center and Schoo!, Ft. Huachuca,
AZ, August 1978.

89-03131 —35—21 Apr 89 54




